Two contending interpretations have tended to dominate recent scholarship on Georgian and early Victorian Britain: one, comprising historians like L. Colley, J.V. Beckett and especially J.C.D. Clark depicts a stable church-state, an ancien régime (along continental lines) sustained by traditional modes of authority: conservatism, orthodoxy, landed wealth, harmony within the governingélites.
served to shape the structure of politics, its sustaining ideology and, consequently, the dynamics of decision making. 5 The press is viewed in two ways: either (pace Brewer) as a potent agent of change (and persuasion), which by fuelling and empowering extra parliamentary agitation expanded the political nation; or more skeptically, particularly regarding its putative impact on parliamentary politics -an impact, it is argued, that appears to rest on easy assumptions about the undifferentiated nature of press content and influence over protracted time spans. Such an approach, arguably, fails to capture the complex, multifaceted pattern of eighteenth-and nineteenth-century press activity, 6 and hence the true political ramifications of such activity.
Drawing attention to this problem, Professor Jeremy Black has recently proposed a corrective by way of a more nuanced methodology -one that contextualizes and illustrates specific circumstances and exigencies: the precise context that gives press productions their meaning and significance. 7 Some progress in this direction has been made, 8 though the wider implications still await more developed analysis. Further research is also needed on the linkage between what, hitherto, has been seen in largely segregated terms; namely, the interactive nature of parliamentary and press development, focusing on areas of reciprocity and co-operation, thereby highlighting how the two institutions evolved symbiotically -becoming agencies for a pluralism of opinion and critical debate that enhanced political awareness countrywide, transcended traditional class distinctions and alignments and so facilitated the progressive liberalization of British political life. Such reassessment requires that historians broaden their frame of reference to include the cultural dimension of formalized politics -those varied adaptations (and innovations) which significantly altered social relations, notions of legitimate authority, citizenship ideals, and definitions of the 'political nation'. The essays presented here aim to illuminate some of the features distinctive to this process, provide a sampling of current work in the field and encourage rethinking and further research. In different ways, the contributions also consider how the relationship between parliament and the press has wider relevance for the so-called 'public sphere' originally formulated by J. Habermas -that social space between the private world and the state in which the 'middling classes' -the urban bourgeoisie -would gradually expand their political consciousness, ideology and representation against a background of altered authority structures, new channels of communication, class identity, moral improvement and social reform. Variously the essays tend to validate the growing notion that Habermas' conceptual structure was perhaps too restrictive, 'enlightened' rather than narrowly 'bourgeois' (at least in social terms), being a more accurate depiction of the public sphere since the political discourse shaping its transformation combined input from both conservative as well as reformist elements.
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That the underlying impetus of this phenomenon is pragmatically related -at least in part -to the adaptive capacity of the English state, emerges clearly from Professor Black's opening paper on 'Parliament, the Press and Foreign Policy' -the latter being a critical area of legislative concern as 'it was frequently controversial and involved in its formulation, execution and debate all the leading political institutions and forces in the country'. 10 Challenging the Clarkian paradigm of parliament as authoritarian part of a reactionary regime, doggedly resistant to change, Black demonstrates by contrast, that the Commons was a permeable forum for policy discussion, ministerial contention and even public opinion -in the author's view, more open to debate than constitutional arrangements might suggest and far from inflexible over policy. 11 This amplifies other recent work indicating that currents of change did not threaten stability in the state, but actually benefited, and were utilized by the existing rulingélite, in both centre and locality. 12 Part of their governing repertoire, in addition to patronage, political alliances and parliamentary management, involved the astute manipulation of propaganda notably the newspaper press, especially that of the metropolis which, since the lapsing of the Licensing Act in 1695, had flourished to become an important part of the capital's socio-political fabric. 13 (The provincial press, too, expanded, in circulation and sophistication -a clear response to the ever-growing demand nationwide for news, foreign as well as domestic.) 14 Anxious to attract the widest readership possible, newspapers, in articulating public opinion could (and did) claim to represent the political nation; this, consequently, prompted politicians -whether in office or opposition -to fashion a climate of opinion favourable to their cause by exploiting the medium of print (in its various forms), this creating a wider awareness of national issues among the public at large. It would, nevertheless, be mistaken stresses, Professor Black, to posit a simplistic cause and effect relationship between policy formulation and popular pressure -what one might call teleological progressivism. In fact, policy -its goals, timing and implementation -all too often depended on political exigencies of the moment rather than extra parliamentary discontent however expressed or some hazy ameliorative impulse effectively foreshadowing the modern democratic state. Moreover, content analysis has shown that well into the nineteenth century, many papers were initially launched for economic/financial rather than purely political reasons. 15 Still, in proving receptive to print media -however much its impact might fluctuate with circumstances -parliament legitimized the press as the vehicle par excellence of news and opinion, making it a vital component of the political process and so permitting that process to become more responsive, consultative, and accessible. It is here, as Professor Black has noted elsewhere, 16 that the case for an increasingly 'open society' -in the sense of a society prepared to allow the free discussion, explanation and modification of policy -can be made most forcefully. This also has notable implications for the 'public sphere' since, by operating in a malleable, consensual frame (despite inevitable tensions) parliament and the press widened the context in which decisions were made, altered the traditional balance of coercion and consent, and thus made possible that gradual transformation of social relations, so essential to Habermas' conceptual model. 17 Interesting evidence of press influence on politics at an earlier period is presented in the substantive essay by Professor McJimsey. There he makes the case that already from 1688, following the 'Glorious Revolution', the press supplied substance and intellectual guidance to parliamentary debates concerning the proper strategy to be pursued against the aggressions of Louis XIV -debates which, widely publicized, permeated the political discourse decision makers devised to guide and explain their actions. It was, moreover, within the public parameters of such debates that newspapers (and pamphlets) acquired ample opportunities for pro or anti government intervention and comment. This meant there was a need for ministers (or spokesmen) to accommodate their tactics and interpretation of events to the demands of self-interest, domestic pressures, international dynamics and broader national accountability as reinforced by and refracted through the press. Newspapers, it is argued in the editor's paper, were also manifestly instrumental in adding a public dimension to parliamentary politics during the era of the American and French revolutions. Central to this development was the legalization (after 1771) 18 not creator of a 'public sphere of politics', but one, it must be qualified, mediated by the rhetorical idiosyncrasies of individual papers and their political affiliations at any given moment. 19 At the same time, in affecting positively the internal mechanics of newspaper management itself, parliament aided the growth of a confident, informed and vigorous middle-class press able to articulate the political demands arising from rapid socio-economic change. 20 As such the press ensured that political manoeuvres in the centre were refracted through a growing cross section of societal scrutiny and judication while parliament increasingly became a forum for the advancement (though not always) of public aspirations.
Throughout this process, parliament and the press, as social institutions, were not dialectically opposed, standing in a vertical relationship of 'authority' vs. 'subordination', mastery and compliance, but on a horizontal level of interdependence and consensus: mutually reinforcing in a shared environment; functionally distinct yet also congruent. Both were integral to the broader phenomenon of 'political culture' which they helped sustain and elaborate, just as they themselves were shaped, transformed and reintegrated once new issues and attitudes were articulated. 21 This conclusion provides validation of Professor Ian Christie's Ford lectures where, discussing revolutionary agitation in the 1790s and after, he advocated a similar focus on the resilient qualities of Britain's parliamentary systems: an aptitude for self adjustment that allowed the country to withstand the often turbulent if not violent constitutional challenges of radical dissent. 22 The extent to which communicative practices ultimately transformed national politics is also stressed in Professor Nicholas Rogers's essay by reference to the expanding symbiosis between metropolitan and provincial papers, an associational network of communication which assured that affairs of state received immediate and detailed notice within and outside London alike. Thus the press (as public forum) functioned both as indicator and stimulant of burgeoning political perceptions nationwide, transcending traditional class distinctions and creating new notions of 'political and social space' expressed in popular disaffection and radical foment outside organized party politics. 23 Thus official pandering to popular demands, showcased by the Palliser trial, could easily 'spawn a licentious freedom of the street' to quote Professor Rogers, manifesting itself in public disturbances which became an outlet for pent up social and economic grievances, quite often unrelated to the topic of contention. 24 Such a development contributed to what Negt and Kluge, in their post structural critique of Habermas have called 'alternative public spheres or counter publics', a more diversified model, both structural and linguistic of the radical movement reflected in print. This attempt to pluralize the public sphere has been linked with a radical democratic challenge to liberal theory according to which 'a central role of the media should be defined as assisting the equitable negotiation or arbitration of competing interests through democratic processes'. 25 These in turn inspired and dominated discussions of independence, citizen rights and the constitutional role of the crown -issues which the newspaper press, in its coverage of parliamentary proceedings constantly kept at the forefront of public attention as the decades passed. Hence in radical circles, a case such as Palliser's easily became conflated with issues of desired electoral reform and was the perfect cause célèbre for those ideologues who advocated a thorough overhaul of government to be executed not by parliament -considered hopelessly corrupt -but, once enfranchised, by the wider political nation.
This conclusion bears upon other work of recent years, indicating that by the late eighteenth early nineteenth century, amidst the growth of press enhanced populist pressures, constituted authority as embodied in parliament became steadily more aware of and responsive to 'new ideologies of independence and reform', 26 in the process creating a modified institutional context for political action. On this basis a potentially divisive radicalism was preempted by accommodation emanating from above giving rise to political initiatives that in turn led to the call 'for a more rational public authority' and the concept of a 'larger national interest'. 27 In this process, parliament would be an ongoing equitable mediator between the two spheres, while the press served the correspondingly essential function of linking metropolis and provinces; welding together formerly disparate communities into a more cohesive political unit and advancing the notions of 'politeness and civility' as essential to a well ordered society. 28 With traditional patterns of politics thus reshaping, there arose a concomitant need for revised governmental techniques of press management -the subject of Dr Ellis Wasson's paper which challenges historical orthodoxy by placing the whig party's well chronicled difficulties with the press alongside their contrastingly successful sponsorship of the Penny Magazine; an enterprise calling for initiative, resilience and imagination. Wasson's skillful exegesis of neglected primary and secondary sources shows how the whigs -relying on political operatives with press savvy, men like Edward Ellice and Joseph Parkes -exploited newly available production/distribution techniques to enhance their media visibility and broaden public support. Indeed, Wasson argues forcefully, in creating the 'first genuine mass market publication in history', whig leaders not only showed perceptive adaptability to the new spirit of the age, but also expanded the potentiality of print, advocated ideals of 'progress' and 'enlightenment' and thus, by containing the potential appeal of radical extremists, engendered considerable stabilizing influence within society. 29 Innovatively deploying print to transmit information over space and time, allowed the whigs to communicate more effectively with the expanding electorate of the reform period, while public arenas -meetings, debating societies, petition campaigns -combined to reinforce the representation of emancipatory ideas and images in the popular press. 30 The degree to which the politics of print, radically manifested in the so-called 'new journalism', had intensified by the early twentieth century is thoughtfully explored by Professor Ian Fletcher who discusses how parliament was pressurized by a radical press into passing the Criminal Law Amendment Act of 1912. Aimed at addressing the lamentable issue of 'white slavery', this legislation, after prolonged delay, was in large measure the culmination of intense exertion by the socialist and suffragist press whose concerted efforts, it is demonstrated, served the critical function of ideologically integrating feminists and industrial workers alike into a cohesive (if transitory) political culture that yielded higher levels of participation, politicization and independence: a different mentality of legitimate governance. In his recent revisionist work on the British press, Professor Black has noted that during the post chartist decades, 'there was a broadening out of public culture without any matching degree of articulation or popularization of radical languages or options'. 31 From Professor Fletcher's essay it now appears that the interpretation of print and popular agitation as modulated through and dramatized by the 'white slavery' controversy engendered more refined discursive strategies which gave at least temporary ideological cohesion to unevenly integrated class interests, 32 and reconstituted parliament for constructive social and programmatic intervention. This in turn was to advance and further reformulate the 'public sphere', in the sense of making it a structured setting in which ideological contestation could take place, 33 and wherein became embedded the leftist political alliances of the Edwardian era. The unifying impact, however, of such contestation for the labour and women's movement as a whole, beyond the crisis discussed by Professor Fletcher, still awaits proper demonstration.
That the symbiosis between parliament, its leaders and the press continued at an accelerating rate as the century proceeded, is clearly illustrated in Professor Thompson's article on the colourful career of Lord Northcliffe, owner of The Times and Daily Mail. Prematurely dead at age 57, Northcliffe has traditionally been overshadowed by other notable contemporaries, but now we are offered a fuller picture of Northcliffe's activities from the late 1890s until the end of the First World War, the central period of his power and influence. In persuasive detail, Professor Thompson not only demonstrates that Northcliffe played a vital role in the 'shell controversy' which hastened a change of government in 1915, but also in the critical debate on conscription and subsequently in the United States as an unofficial propagandist for the British cause prior to American entry into the war. Drawing on his recent monograph study of the press lord, 34 Professor Thompson disposes of numerous misconceptions, throws new light on the intricate relationship between military/political leaders and public opinion in a wartime setting, and ends by concluding -with validity I think -that Northcliffe's influence especially after 1914, 'graphically demonstrates the magnified power of the Press in the new conditions of total war', and one might add as 'an active force in history', 35 that has endured to the present day.
In conclusion, it is only left to say that if this volume encourages greater integration between staple, often narrowly defined, political and (theoretically more sensitive) social history, its purpose will have been achieved. Such integration would -at the very least -broaden perspectives on British political culture, of which parliament and the press were -and one might argue -still remain an integral part.
